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Jeffs. Jordan, Esquire 
Supervisoxy Attorney 
Complaints Examination & Legal Administration 
Federal Election Commission 
999 E Street N.W. 
Washington DC 20463 

Re: MUR-6253 

Dear Mr. Jordan: 
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Our finn represents Harold W. (**Trey**) Gowdy III, Gowdy for Congress, Gowdy for Solicitor, 
Wesley Donehue and Under the Power Lines CUTPL**) in the above-refiEaienced matter. The 
purpose of this letter is to (1) provide information requested by the Commission in your letters to 
our clients and (2) rebut all allegations made in complaints filed by Mr. Jeffiey J. Parker. 

As you may know, Congressnum Bob Inglis and Solicitor Trey Gowdy are locked in a heated 
primary battle in South Carolina for the 4̂  congressional seat currently held by Mr. Inglis. On 
or about Februaiy 25,2010, Mr. Jeffrey J. Pariser, Treasurer for Bob Inglis for Congress, filed a 
complaint, with no evidence, questioning certain items on Mr. Gowdy's federal campaign 
disclosures. The original complaint was later amended or supplemented by Mr. Parker on or 
about March 4,2010, again with no evidence provided. 

Mr. Parker's complaints allege two specific types of conduct First, Parker suggests that Gowdy 
for Congress utilized state campaign resources fiom Gowdy for Solicitor or public funds in 
fortheranoe of Mr. Gowdy's congressional campaigiL Second, Parker suggests, that Gowdy for 
Solicitor has somehow been under-billed by UTPL for services provided to the federal campaign. 
Both of these allegations are felse and, unfortunately, come on the heels of another frivolous 
complaint filed by Mr. Parker with the Somh Carolina Ethics CommissiQn C'SECO making 
similar allegations. The SEC rejected Mir. Parker's complaint, finding no merit to the allegations 
asserted.* In the SEC matter, the Inglis campaign may have breached the confidentiality 
requirements of South Carolina law by leaking the state complaint to the media in violation of 
S.C. Code Section 8-13-320(1OXg).' 
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The enclosed affidavits categorically reject and disprove Mr. Parker's allegations in the 
following particulars. First, Gowdy for Solicitor campaign funds have never been used in 
connection witii Mr. Gowdy's congressional campaign,̂  nor have any public funds been used by 
Mr. Gowdy to promote any state or federal campaign.̂  All fees paid by Gowdy for Solicitor to 
UTPL on April 9,2009, were for services UTPL rendered in developing a website for 
Mr. Gowdy in his capacity as 7̂  Circuit Solicitor and Chauman of the South Carolina 
Prosecution Commission.̂  In fittt, a new website was designed and developed for Mr. Gowdy's 

o) congressional campaign, and the website was paid for exclusively by Gow^ for Congress.̂  
^ Further, aU video filiried for the website was prqiaredqpedficallyaiidexdusivelyfo 
^ Mr. Gowdy's responsibilities as 7*̂  Qrciut Solicitor and Chauman of the Soutii Carolina 
^ Prosecution Corrunission.̂  

^ Second, the same is true fbr other expenditures made by Gowdy for Solicitor in the same time 
^ period. For instance, Gowdy for Solicitor niadepaymients to **A&A Interactive''for the 

production of pamphlets and to "Design Labs" for tee shirts, botii of which are reflected in 
Gowdy for Solicitor campaign disclosures on file with the SEC. Neither the pamphlets, nor the 
tee shhts have been used in coijnunction with Mr. Gowdy's congressional campaign.' An extra 
tee shirt is enclosed for your reference, and it clearly beam no connection to Mr. Gowdy's federal 
campaign.' 

Third, tiie cell phone used by Mr. Gowdy is not owned by tiie County of Spartanburg or Gowdy 
for Solicitor. It is owned Mr. Gowdy personally, having been received by him as a gift in 
2008. In the late wixiter and eariy qiringof2009, Gowdy for Solidtor began reimbursmg 
Solicitor's Office for his cell phone usage fees axui office related travel, a practice expressly 
autiiorized by the South Carolina Code of Laws. This decision was made by Mr. Gowdy in an 
effort to ofibet budgetary restrictions in Spartanburg County and to mitigate the impact of 
furiougbs being imposed on county enqiloyees at that time. Mr. Gowdy's decision had nothing 
to do with a run for Congress. In November 2009, Mr. Gowdy began using his own personal 
funds, not Gowdy for Solicitor fiinds, to pay cell phone usage charges.'̂  

Mr. Gowdy'a cell phone ia uaed to conduct Solicitor's Office business. South Carolina 
Prosecution Conmussion business, personal calls, Gowdy for Solicitor calls, as well as mitiating 
and receiving some Gowdy for Coiigress calls. The usage plan for Mr. Gowdy's phone was a 
flat rate plan with a certain allotment of minutes. The bill was the same whether Mr. Gowdy 
made one call or a hundred calls, so long as the allotted minutes were not exceeded. Mr. Gowdy 
never exceeded his allotted minutes.'' 

The information set fortii above and enclosed herewith establishes clearly that Trey Gowdy, 
Gowdy fbr Congress, Gowdy for Solicitor, Under the Power Unes and Wesley Donehue have at 
all tunes acted appropriately and in compliance with the Federal Election Campaign Act. 
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Therefore, we respectfully request that no action be taken by the Conunission and that this matter 
be disnussed with prejudice. We would be glad to provide any additional information you might 
need or to answer any questions you migjht have. 

With kind regards, I am. 

Sincerely yours, 
IN. 
O) 

•̂ 
•H 
^ Kevin A. Hall 
^ KAH/dj 
<qr Enclosures 
O 
O 

' SM Decision and Order of the Soudi Carolina Ethics Commission regsnling Complaint No. C2010 - 09S, dated 
March 24,2010, copy attached. 
' See Rrihert W. Dalton. Spartanburg Herrid JoumaL Fehniaiv 22.2010. copy attached. 
' See alHdirit of Trey Gowify (para. 2) and affidavit of Wesley D 
* See affidavits of M. Todd Wilson (pm. 2-4), Teny K. Davis (pen. 2-4), and Melissa S. House (para. 2-6). 
'Sise Gowdy affidavit (para. 3,4) and Donehue affidavit (para. 2-S). 
* See Oowdy affidavit (para. 5) and Donehue affidavit (pm. 2-5). 
^ See affidavits of Eric Williams (para. 2-5) and attached DVD containing video, as well as affidavit of A. Muimy 
Olenn (para. 2-5). 
* See Gowdy affidavit (pan. 5). 
* Sse House affidavit (k»ra. 2-̂  and enclosed tee shirt. 
'"Ŝ e Gowdy affidavit (pan. 6) and Davis affidavit (para. 2-4). 
'' See Gow4y affidavit (para. 7) and Davis affidavit (pan. 2-4). 
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RECEIVED 
FEDERAL ELECTION 

COMMiSSIOH 

ZB1BAPR28 PH U'5h 
STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) 

OFflCE (HefifiiSftil^TATE ETHICS 
) COUNSEL 
) 

COUNTY OF RICHLAND 

INTHE MATTER OF: 

COMPLAINT .C20iQ-0P5 

Jeffiey J, Parker, 
Complainant; 

vs. 

Harold W. Gowdy, nr. 
RespoAdeniC. 

DECISrONAND 

Pursuant to Sjectjon 8-13-320(10X1), Code of Laws for South Carolina, 1976, 'as 

amended, the State Ethics Commission reviev/ed the above captioned complaint on March 17, 

2010,.charging the Respondent, Harold W. Oowdy, III, with a violation of 8-13-1370 (A) (I) and 

S.-I3-1348 (A). Code of Laws for South Carclina, 1976, as amended. 

Present at the meeting we Commission Menihei-s Phillip Florence, Jr., Vice Chair, 

Edward E, Duryea. Priscilla L. Tanner, E. Kay Biermann-Brohl, G. Cadion Manley, JB 

Holeman, Jonathan H. Burnett. Also present were the Commission's Executive Director, 

Hierbcrt R. Hayden, Jr., and his immediatie Staff. 

The following allegations were considered: 

ALLEGATIONS 

On February 11,2010 the StaCe Ethics Commission t-ecsmd a complaint filed by Jeffrey 

J. Parker of Greenville, SC against Harold W. Gowdy III, Solicitor, Spartanburg County. The 

complaint contains the following allegation: Section 8-13-765 and Section 8-13-1346 

specifically prohibit anybne from using "government personnel, equipmcnl, materials, or an 
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Decision and Order 
C2010-095 Harold W. Gowdy, III 

Page 2.of 4 

! agreem6nt'c&d b0 hiade forjTeimburseim6nt thereof. u 

' According to the JRne items imcfcrlined on Attachment l> which is a copy of the piiblic 

dis'biasur}'reqd/rê ^ ail election cornmittees under the jurisdiction of the SC State Ethics 
. . . ."' * 

Commission, it appears the Harold W. Gowdy, III (aka Trey Gowdy) 7"' District Solicitor's 

Campaign has b̂ en willfully violating the Sections mentioned above in fact and spirit for at least 

the duration covered by the line items underlined on Attachment 1. 

Reimbursement of office expenses, supplies and photie bills may not accurately reflect 

the Uue value of these items and associated overhead, and furthermore extends the Gowdy 

Solicitor Campaign a non-interest bearing loan for the time it takes for such reimbui-sement. 

Therefore, the legislation governing these items, wisely makes no allowance for such 

reimbursement under any circumstances. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

Having careHiUy reviewed the evl(ience presented, the Commission fmds as fact: 

1. the Respondent did file Campaign Disclosure Forms with the State Ethics Commission 

in 2009 on which he listed ê p̂enditures to Spananburg County for "Office Related 

Expenses and Supplies", "Office Supplies and Equipment", "Phone bill and office supply 

reimbursement", et al. 

2. According to the Respondent funds from his cainpaign account were used to defray 

ordinary and necessary expenses incurred in connection with the duties of his public 

office. The payments to his ofHce. were not reimbursements for campaign related 
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e.xpense5. Instead the payments were voluntary donations to help defray the costs of 

operadng the Solicitor's office. 

3. Sections 8-13-1370 and 8-13-1348 (A) allows candidates lo use campaign funds to defray 

O ordinary and necessary expenses incurred in connection with his duties in his public 

"Zl office, 
rsi 
^ 4. Other than assumptions made after reviewing the Respondent's disclosure repoits, the 

^ Complainant had no information to add. 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

Based upon the foregoing Findings of Fact, the Commission concludes, as a matter of 

law: 

1. The Respondent is a public official as defined in Section 8-13-100 (27) and. is therefore 

within the jurisdiction of the State Ethics Commission, 

2. Section 8-13-1370 (A) (I) states contributions received by a candidate that are in excess of 

expenditures during an election cycle must be used by the candidate upon final 

disbursement to defray ordinary and necessary expenses incurred in connection with his 

duties in his public office, 

3. Section 8-13-1348 (A) states no candidate, committee, public official, or political party 

may use campaign funds to defray personal expenses which are unrelated to the campaign 

or Ihe office if the candidate is an officeholder nor may these funds be converted to 

personal use. The prohibition of this subsection does not extend to the incidental personal 
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Decision and Order 
C2010-095 Harold W. Gowdy, III 

Page 4 of4 

use of campaign materials or equipment nor to an expenditure used to defray any ordinary 

expenses incurred in connection with an individual's duties as a holder of elective office. 

DECISION 

After carefiil review of the facts and law in this complaint matter the Commission has 

determined that the expenditures made by the Respondent to his office from his campaign 

account are allowable payments, in that they were used to defray ordinary expenses incuned in 

connection with the duties of the Solicitor's office. THEREFORE, based upon evidence 

presented, Che State Ethics Commission has determined that there is not probable cause to 

indicate that the Respondent, Harold W. Gowdy, IU, violated Section 8-13-1370 (A) (1) and 8-

13-1348 (A), S.C. Code Ann., 1976, as amended. The Commission has therefore dismissed the 

charges in accordance with Section 8-13-320(10)(i), Code of Laws for South Carolina, 1976, as 

amended, and the rules and regulations promulgated thereunder. 

rr IS SO ORDERED THIS ^1 DAY OF fA/r^-i/U , 2010. 

STATE ETHICS COMMISSION 

Hip Flore^e, Jr., 
Vice Chair 

COLUMBIA, SOUTH CAROLINA 
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Gowdy, Inglis spar over campaign etiiics 2010 APR | u flv jn. 
Board lo scrullnlxe complaint on violation <«J* w 4 
By Robert \V. Dalton 
bob.dalton(«'iHJ>com 

I'uMislwtt: .\hiiikiy. l-'ifhruary 22. :0inuiA:l5ii.m. 
/.rivi \teitjijh'd'SiuHkiw l-'ehivmy2l. 2010 ai ll-5Vfi.m. 

OFFICE OF HEiMRA' 
1*5-10..CuL 

U.S. Rep. Bob Inglis' campaign might have violated state ethics laws when a staffer told the Henld-Joumal a 

complaint had been filed claiming 7di Circuit SoHcitDr Trey Gowdy had violated state ethics laws. 

O 
Gowdy is challenging Inglis in the Republican primaiy fbr the 4th District seat. 

r i 
Herb Hoyden, executive director of the state Ethics Commission, wcndd not comment specifically on Inglis' 00 

rvi 

^ complaint - or even acknowledga that one existed. But, in general, he said once a complaint is received and 

Q stamped by his office, the parties are baned from discIosii\g any information unless the respondent ~ in this 

^ case Gowdy - waives the confidentiality requhement. 

"It may be a matter of timing," Hayden said. "But the date it's stamped it is officially filed, and at that point, ifs 

oonfidential." 

According to a copy obtained by the Herald-Journal, the complaint was signed by Jefir^ Paito; Iiiglis' 

campaign treasurer, and was stamped at 12:34 p.m. Feb. 11. Later that afternoon, Parlcer told die Herakl-

Joumal that the Inglis campaign had ffled the complaint and had mailed it on Feb. 10. 

State law says that all invesdgittions, inquiries, hearings and documents are confidential until a final resolution 

is reached. The "Villful release" of such uifbnnation is a misdemeanor, canyiiig a penalty of up to a year in jail 

and a fine of up to Sl ,000. 

The confidentiality clause is printed on die complaint form, just above tiie signature line. 

The Iitglis campaign also said it had filed a fbderal complaint against Qowdy, Init there is no prohibition 

against revealing a fbderal complaint The fbdeial complain̂  which Paricer supplied to the Herald-Journal, 

questions whetfwr Oowd|y is using public buildiî gs, supplies and fhcilities to run Ibr Congress and whetiier he 

is paying ibr that run usiitg stale campaign ftands. 

The state complaint contains the same all̂ ations. 



When asked whether the Inglis campaign was aware tint it might have violated state etfiics laws, spokesman 

Price Aticinson said he would have to get Inglis on the phone. Adcinson later o-mailed a statement to die 

Hereld-Joumal accusing Gowdy of trying to intimidate his opposition. 

"Solicitor Gowdy continues to evade the question of usiitg county courthouse resources fbr his campaign and 

state campaign fiinds fbr his federei race, all of which is against federal law and outlined in tiie fbderal 

complaint," Atkinson said. "Rather, he seems to think he can intimidate his adversaries. In this case, the law is 

not on his side because we're fiee to discuss the contents of the federei complaint" 

^ When asked again about announcing that a state complaint had been filed, Atkinson said the campaign had 

ri only discussed the substance of the Ibderal complaint, so it had not broken the law. 
00 
<M 
^ "Since eveiy stale violation was included in the federal complaint, there's nothing we did wrong," Atkinson 
^ said via e-mail. 
G 
O 
H But tiiat statement in itself is a potential vtolation, because it acknowledgas the slate complamt and indirectly 

reveals its contents. When asked about that possibility, Atkinson said: "The media made the connection, not us. 

We've discussed only the substance of the (federal) complaint" 

Gowdy, in an e-mail, wouM not comment on the complaint citing the state law. He also would not comment 

when asked whether he planned to file a complaint against the Inglis campaign. 

"While I understand some take the position that comment before â y hypothetical filing is not covered by the 

letter of the hnv, it is vkilative of the spfait of tiie law," Gowdy said. "Hence, no comment" 


